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One of the key findings concerning how groups process information is the 'common knowledge effect'-information shared by many group members plays a larger role in group process and performance than unshared information. However, in an information rich environment, assigning all information to all members may overload each member's cognitive capabilities. Thus, the question addressed here is how to optimally assign information to group members. Following a model proposed by Zajonc and Smoke (1959) , we assessed the effects of information assignment redundancy and group interaction on group memory performance. Participants in five-person groups either received a full list of consonant-verb-consonant non-word trigrams to memorize, or a partial list with each trigram distributed to two group members. Groups recalled the trigrams as either coacting or interacting groups. In terms of correct recall, coacting groups outperformed interacting groups, and partial redundancy produced better recall than total redundancy. However, intrusion errors were greatly reduced by group interaction and/or a reduction in the cognitive load on the individual group members (i.e. partial redundancy). Groups in the partial redundancy condition tended to perform near optimal levels. Implications for future research on information distribution in groups are discussed.
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2002 Vol 5(1) 5-18 M U C H of the recent literature on group process and performance can be conceptualized as treating groups as information processing systems (see Hinsz, Tindale, & Vollrath, 1997; Larson & Christensen, 1993; Tindale & Kameda, 2000) . Information processing limitations at the individual level (Kahneman, Slovic, & Tversky, 1982; Nisbett & Ross, 1980) are often cited as a major reason for assigning important tasks to groups rather than individuals (Davis, 1980; Tindale & Davis, 1983) . However, as we learn more about how groups process information, researchers have found that groups can also fall prey to information processing biases and limitations (Argote, Devadas, & Melone, 1990; Gigone & Hastie, 1993; Kerr, MacCoun, & Kramer, 1996; Stasser & Titus, 1985; Tindale, 1993) . Groups have been found to underutilize base rate information (Argote et al., 1990; Tindale, 1993) , commit additional resources to failing projects-the 'sunk cost' effect (Smith, Tindale, & Steiner, 1998; Whyte, 1993) , and are affected by the way decision problems are framed in the same way as are individuals (Tindale, Sheffey, & Scott, 1993) .
One particularly well-documented 'bias' possible only at the group level of analysis is the 'common knowledge effect' (Gigone & Hastie, 1993; Stasser & Titus, 1985 , 1987 . The effect was originally discovered by Stasser and Titus (1985) using a 'hidden profile' paradigm. In their study, groups were asked to evaluate three political candidates based on information profiles provided to the group members. Each group member received some information that all of the members had (shared), and also some information that was only given to them (unshared). However, each group had at their disposal all of the available information. The information overall tended to favor a particular candidate, but Stasser and Titus distributed the positive information about that candidate across members (mainly unshared) while distributing the positive information about other candidates to all members (mainly shared). What they found was that groups were particularly influenced by the shared information and thus often chose the less optimal candidate favored by the shared information. Groups were not proficient at bringing out the unshared information known by individual members. Information that was shared by all the group members was more likely to be brought up during discussion and also more likely to influence the group decision. These findings have been replicated dozens of times (see Wittenbaum & Stasser, 1996 for review) .
In relation to assigning information to group members in order to maximize the likelihood of the information being recalled, the above research would indicate that members should share as much information as possible. However, this leads to a problem in terms of cognitive load. Individual memor y research (Adams, 1980) shows that recall decreases as the number of items to recall increases. This is typically assumed to be a function of interference effects. Thus, in an information rich environment, having all information shared among all group members would also decrease the likelihood of any given individual recalling each item. The question then becomes, is there some way to find the optimal trade off between information load and degree of information redundancy across group members? Surprisingly, over 40 years ago, Zajonc and Smoke (1959) proposed a model that specifically addresses this question. Zajonc and Smoke (1959) were interested in deriving a way to a priori predict the optimal way of distributing information in a group so as to maximize later group recall of the information. In general, they argued that the probability that a given individual will recall a particular item of information is some inverse function of the total number of items given to that individual. However, they also assumed that the probability of at least one individual in a group recalling a given item increases with the number of group members assigned that item. Thus, these two assumptions lead to different strategies for maximizing group recall. The first indicates that the total list length, or cognitive load, assigned to any given individual should be minimized. The second assumption implies that each item should be assigned to as many group members as possible, which would increase the cognitive load on the individual members. Consequently, Zajonc and Smoke attempted to find a way to derive values for both the number of items assigned to each individual group member, and the number of group members receiving a given item, so as to maximize the total group recall. They did this by integrating a model of individual memory performance with a model of group performance.
The model of group performance used by Zajonc and Smoke (1959) was a slightly modified version of Lorge and Solomon's (1955) Model A, which has since been referred to as the 'truth wins' model (Steiner, 1972) . The basic premises of the model are as follows:
(a) The probability p(i, j) that item i is remembered by individual j is equal to the constant p, 0 < p < 1.0, or to zero according to whether item i is assigned to individual j ; (b) Each individual is assigned the same number, h, of items. Thus, ∑ i p(i, j) = hp; and (c) Each item is assigned to an equal number, n, of individuals. Thus, the probability P, that a given item is recalled by at least one group member (and thus, the group) is given by P = 1 Ϫ (1 Ϫ p) n , the same for all items (Zajonc & Smoke, 1959, p. 362 ).
The individual model of memory performance was derived from empirical data (Woodworth, 1938) Zajonc & Smoke, 1959 , pp. 362-363, or Zajonc, 1968 Rather surprisingly, Zajonc and Smoke found that, regardless of group size, to maximize P, each group member should be given about 16 percent more items than he/she can recall (i.e. p = .84). Given that p = .84 is optimal, then the optimal value for h = .42k, and the optimal value for n = (h)(N/H), where N is the group size and H is the total number of items to be remembered. Zajonc and Smoke formulated an extension of this model which incorporated individual differences, but it is irrelevant to our purposes here.
Although the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model makes some very straightforward predictions, it has never been empirically tested. Thus, one of the purposes of the present study was to empirically assess some of the key assumptions of the model. However, we also addressed some issues of general concern in the area of group memory.
Both early and recent research on group memory has shown considerable evidence that groups remember more than individuals (e.g. Clark & Stephenson, 1989; Hinsz, 1991; Hoppe, 1962; Lorge & Solomon, 1962) . Furthermore, consistent with the 'brainstorming' literature (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987 , 1991 Mullen, Johnson, & Salas, 1991) , studies have also shown that coacting groups perform somewhat better than interacting groups (Lorge & Solomon, 1962; Perlmutter, 1953; Yuker, 1955) . However, none of these studies attempted to assign information to group members in optimal ways. Although the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model makes no assumptions concerning group interaction, Zajonc and Smoke speculated that group interaction might actually increase the ease with which individual members recall information. Thus, comparing interacting and coacting groups under 'optimal' conditions may prove enlightening.
Another consistent finding in the literature is that groups tend not to remember as much information as would be expected with a 'truth wins' model (Hinsz, 1991; Lorge & Solomon, 1962; Morrissette, Crannell, & Switzer, 1964; Vollrath, Sheppard, Hinsz, & Davis, 1989) . Such findings are consistent with other areas of group performance (e.g. problem-solving, Laughlin, 1980) . However, the above studies did not attempt to distribute the information to be remembered 'optimally' among the group members. Thus, it would be interesting to see if groups can perform at closer to optimal levels (such as those predicted by a truth wins model) when the task environment has been set up to facilitate such levels of performance.
In the present study, participants individually learned lists of consonant-verb-consonant (CVC) trigrams and then attempted to recall the CVCs in either coacting or interacting groups. In half of the groups, each member received the entire list of CVCs. In the other half, the members received partial lists designed according to the parameters specified in the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model. Group memor y performance was then compared across conditions to assess whether the task assignment strategy outlined in the Zajonc and Smoke model would actually lead to improved group performance.
Method
Participants
This experiment used 515 undergraduate introductory psychology students at the University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign. The first 120 participants were used as pilot participants, with the remaining 395 participants taking part in the main study as members of five-person groups. All participants received course credit for their participation and were randomly assigned to experimental conditions.
Materials
The CVC trigrams used were randomly sampled from the list compiled by Archer (1960) , with the constraints that they did not form valid English words and they received meaningfulness ratings of either 93 or 94 (on a scale from 1 to 100 with higher numbers indicating more meaningfulness-e.g. DOL, LIV, KAN, etc.). We used CVC trigrams in order to match the stimuli in terms of ease of recall-an assumption underlying the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model. The total number of CVCs used, and how they were distributed among the group members was determined by the pilot results and the Zajonc and Smoke model.
In the pilot study, after a five-minute study period, groups of 10 participants were asked to recall lists of CVCs that varied in length. The pilot results showed that in order for participants, on average, to be able to recall 84 percent of the items presented, a list length (h) of 19 items was required. Participants recalled an average of 15.93 (83.8%) items when presented with 19-item lists. Based on the pilot results and Zajonc and Smoke's calculations [n = h(N/H)], we decided to use a redundancy factor (n) of 2 and a group size (N ) of 5, which, thus, required a list length (H ) of 47.
Design and procedure
The experiment conformed to a 2(Interacting vs. Coacting Group) ϫ 2(Partial vs. Total Information Sharing) factorial design. Participants were run in groups of 20. Upon arrival at the experiment, participants were told that they were participating in a study of individual and group memory performance. They were then given a list of CVCs and told to attempt to memorize as many of them as they could in five minutes.
In the Totally Shared condition, each participant was given a complete list of the 47 CVCs. Each list was generated via computer and the CVCs were listed in a different random order for each list. In the Partially Shared condition, each participant received a list of 19 CVCs generated by computer in different random orders. However, the lists were set up such that the 47 total items were distributed evenly across five participants that would later be formed into a group. Each item was presented to only two of the group members. In both conditions, participants were given five minutes to memorize the CVC lists, and then were asked individually to recall as many of the items on their lists as possible. They were provided with blank pieces of paper on which to record the items they recalled. They were given 10 minutes for the individual recall portion of the experiment.
Following the individual recall, participants were divided into their pre-assigned groups and taken to separate rooms. All groups received instructions from this point on via an intercom system. All participants were told that the purpose of the next phase of the experiment was to get an estimate of 'group recall'. In the Coacting Groups condition, participants were again given blank pieces of paper and told to once again attempt to recall as many of the items on their lists as they could, individually. They were specifically asked not to copy from other group members since they all may not have received the same lists. In the Interacting Groups condition, participants were told to work as a group to try and recall as many items off their combined lists as they could. Each group was given one sheet of blank paper on which to record the items they recalled. They were also informed that they all might not have received the same lists. No specific instructions were provided to the groups as to how they should perform their task. Participants in both conditions were given 10 minutes for the group recall phase of the experiment. After this phase of the experiment, participants were debriefed and excused from the experiment.
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Results
Pre-group individual recall
Participants' recall prior to joining their groups was scored both for the number of items recalled correctly and the number of intrusion errors (CVCs recalled that were not in the original list of 47). Both dependent measures were subjected to a 2(partially vs. totally shared information) ϫ 2(interacting vs. coacting groups) analysis of variance. For correct recall, the only effect that reached significance was the main effect for amount of information shared (F(1,391) = 51.21, p < .001, d = .68). Participants in the totally shared condition recalled more items (M = 18.81) than did participants in the partially shared condition (M = 15.12). This is not surprising since in the totally shared condition, participants received more than twice as many items in their original lists. In terms of the proportion of items recalled, participants in the partially shared condition recalled almost 80 percent of their 19 items, while participants in the totally shared condition recalled only 40 percent of their 47 items. It should also be noted that participants in the partially shared condition did not perform quite as well as the pilot participants, since the pilot participants given 19 items recalled almost 84 percent. Thus, the probability that a particular individual would recall a particular item was slightly below the .84 value defined as optimal by Zajonc and Smoke (1959) .
For intrusion errors, again, the only significant effect was the main effect for amount of information shared (F(1,391) = 38.60, p < .001, d = .60). Although participants in the totally shared condition recalled more items correctly, they also made over twice as many intrusion errors (M = 2.87) as did participants in the partially shared condition (M = 1.16). However, for individuals in general, intrusion errors were infrequent (M = 2.03).
Group recall
Group recall lists were also scored for the number of items recalled correctly and the number of intrusion errors (correct items recalled more than once by a group were only counted once), and both measures were subjected to a 2(partial vs. total information shared) ϫ 2(coacting vs. interacting groups) analysis of variance. The relevant means are reported in Table 1 . For correct responses, both the main effect of information shared (F (1, 75) = 29.78, p < .001, d = 1.04), and amount of interaction, (F (1, 75) = 5.18, p = .026, d = .43), reached significance. However, the interaction failed to reach significance (F (1, 75) = .03, p = .866, d = .03). As can be seen in Table 1 , consistent with the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model, groups in the partially shared condition recalled a greater number of items than groups in the totally shared condition. This is particularly interesting given that this pattern was reversed at the individual level. Thus, even though the partially shared condition produced fewer correctly recalled items for individual group members, it produced greater levels of correct recall at the group level. Consistent with previous research (e.g. Lorge & Solomon, 1962) , interacting groups produced slightly fewer correctly recalled items than did coacting groups.
The analysis for intrusion errors showed significant effects for amount of information Table 1 , all three effects seem to be a function of the fact that groups in the totally shared-coacting group condition made more than three times as many intrusion errors as did groups in the other three conditions. Post hoc tests (Tukey HSD) confirmed that the mean in the total/coacting condition differed significantly from the means for partial/coacting (d = 1.57), partial/interacting (d = 1.51), and total/interacting (d = 1.58). None of the other comparisons reached significance. Thus, groups with a heavy individual-level cognitive load and no interaction were especially prone to make intrusion errors. However, either a reduction in the cognitive load of the individual group members, or allowing them to interact during recall, greatly reduced the number of errors made.
Model tests
The group-level model proposed by Zajonc and Smoke (1959) , as was mentioned earlier, is really just a special case of the Lorge and Solomon (1955) Model A (or truth wins). Davis (1973) showed that this model is just one of many group process/performance models, and that such models can be described by matrix representations called social decision schemes. A social decision scheme (SDS) matrix represents the conditional probabilities of a group responding in a particular way (e.g. correct recall vs. omission) given a particular array of individual members (e.g. two members recall the item and three do not in a five-person group). In the current study, there were six different ways that group members could array themselves over the possible responses (5 recalled and 0 did not, 4 recalled and 1 did not, . . . 0 recalled and 5 did not). Each of these member distributions occurred with a particular probability. The SDS matrix simply states the predicted probability that the group will either recall or not recall for each of these member distributions.
For example, a truth wins model suggests that if at least one member of the group recalls the item correctly, the group will recall the item correctly-otherwise they will not. A truthsupported wins model suggests that at least two members must recall the item before the group will recall it correctly. A majority model would predict that the group would recall the item correctly if over half of its members recalled the item correctly. Two other examples of SDSs are equiprobability (i.e. all responses brought up in the group have an equal chance of being chosen by the group) and proportionality (the likelihood a group choosing a particular response is proportional to the number of members favoring that response). Each of the models described above has been shown to provide an adequate description of group response data, depending on the particular task and situation (Davis, 1982; Laughlin, 1980) . Examples of these models (majority wins and truth wins) are presented in Table 2 .
These five models, and one additional model that integrated the equiprobability model as a subscheme (the scheme enacted when the primary decision scheme is not defined-i.e. truth-supported wins, equiprobability otherwise), were tested with the Kolmogorov-Smirnov one-sample test, using the group response data from the present study. Since there were performance differences among the four experimental conditions, the models were tested for each condition separately. The results are presented in Table 3 .
As would be expected given the way performance was scored for coacting groups, for the two coacting conditions, the truth wins model provided the best fits, and was the only model that could not be statistically rejected as a viable description of the data (p < .20). For the interacting groups, all of the six models were rejected statistically as adequate representations of the data for both amount of shared information conditions. However, for the totally shared condition, the best fitting model (as assessed by the actual predictions and the D-MAX values) was truth-supported wins-equiprobability otherwise, which underpredicted group performance by about 5 percent. The truth wins model overpredicted performance in this condition by 7.5 percent. For the partially shared condition, the truth wins model provided the best fit, overpredicting performance by about 6 percent. The truth-supported wins-equiprobability otherwise model underpredicted performance for this condition by about 11 percent. Thus, for interacting groups, reducing the cognitive load of the group members allowed them to more closely approximate optimal levels of performance. Given that pre-group individual recall data were collected, it was possible to define the observed SDS matrices for each condition. Observed SDSs are generated by counting the actual number of groups whose members were distributed in a particular way that either did or did not recall the item. These matrices are reported in Table 4 . As can be seen in the table, whenever two group members recalled a particular item, the probability that the group would also recall the item was always better than .90. When only one member recalled the item correctly, only in the partially shared-coacting condition did the probability of correct group recall remain above .90. However, much like the analysis of variance results on number of items recalled per group, it seems that both coaction and partially shared information led to an increase in the likelihood that a group containing only one member who recalled an item would also recall the item: coaction vs. interaction ( 2 (1, N = 1032) = 9.40, p < .005, = .10); partial vs. total information shared ( 2 (1, N = 1032) = 15.14, p < .001, = .12).
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One other interesting pattern can be seen in the observed SDS matrices. Although rare (about 2% overall), there were occasions when none of the group members recalled an item prior to grouping, yet the group recalled the item correctly (see the [0,5] row of each matrix). In addition, group interaction tended to increase the likelihood of this occurring. For groups where all five members failed to recall the item, 27 percent of the interacting groups recalled the item correctly while only 18 percent of the coacting groups did so. However, this difference was only marginally significant ( 2 (1, N = 330) = 3.65, p < .06, = .11). Thus, group interaction may have provided cues to some or all of the members that helped them to recall items that they had originally forgotten (occurrences of which were occasionally mentioned by participants informally after the experimental sessions).
Simulation
Available resources only allowed us to empirically investigate two levels of information sharing in assigning items to group members: partial (two members) vs. total (all five members). However, three other levels of information sharing were possible, including no sharing 5-0 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 4-1 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 3-2 1.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 2-3 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1-4 0.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 0-5 0.00 1.00 0.00 1.00
Note : R = recalled, NR = not recalled.
(each member is assigned different items). In an attempt to explore what these other information sharing conditions might have produced, we used the available data to estimate the necessary parameters of the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model to simulate the other three information sharing conditions. The critical parameter for the simulation was k (recall difficulty),
. Since p and h differed for the partial and total information sharing conditions, we obtained separate estimates of k for each condition. The estimate of k from the totally shared condition was .020, whereas the estimate from the partially shared condition was .025. Thus, we simulated group recall performance for all five possible levels of Figure 1 . First, the simulation showed that the two conditions we chose to investigate empirically are predicted to maximize the differences between levels of redundancy. Particularly for k = .025, total sharing is predicted to produce a sharp decline in performance relative to the other levels. Thus, according to the model, total sharing should produce the worst-case scenario. Second, the simulation showed that, although assigning two members to each item should produce the highest levels of group performance, assigning three members or one member to each item should lead to only negligible performance decrements. In some cases, the predicted differences were less than onetenth of an item, and were never greater than one item. Thus, it may have been quite difficult to detect differences between no and partial sharing empirically, even if we had run the extra conditions. Finally, the simulation also showed that item difficulty (i.e. k) should have a much more potent effect on performance under conditions of total, as compared to partial, information sharing. This prediction might be particularly viable for future empirical endeavors. 
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Discussion
Our results are generally consistent with the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model and past research on group memory performance. First, the model predicts that group recall should be greater under partial, as compared to total information sharing conditions, which is what we found. This is particularly important given that, at the individual level, total information sharing led to better recall. Thus, simply generalizing from the individual to the group level would have produced erroneous predictions. In addition, the simulation results showed that virtually any decrease in information sharing from total should improve group performance. Consistent with past research (e.g. Lorge & Solomon, 1962) , we also found that coacting groups tended to perform better than interacting groups, although the difference was not large. Two processes often discussed in relation to group brainstorming (Diehl & Stroebe, 1987) are potential causes of this effect. First, Diehl and Stroebe have argued that 'production blocking' can inhibit group performance in interacting brainstorming groups. Production blocking involves the responses of one group member interfering with or preventing the response of another member during the same moment in time. This was also possible in our study. Although different groups interacted in many different ways, two procedures were often noted in our casual observations of the group process. Many groups simply passed the single response sheet around to each member and let that member write down whatever he/she remembered. In such cases, members could have forgotten some items while awaiting their turn. Other groups allowed one member to write down all the responses, but each other member typically verbally expressed all he/she could remember before the next member began. Again, a certain amount of forgetting could have occurred under these circumstances. However, because the coacting group members all began recalling items immediately, such production blocking effects would not have occurred for them.
The other potential explanation is that 'social loafing' occurred (Latané, Williams, & Harkins, 1979) . Latané and his colleagues have consistently found that people working in groups, particularly under conditions where individual inputs cannot be evaluated (Harkins & Jackson, 1985) , tend to expend less effort than when working alone as individuals. In our interacting group conditions, all members' responses were recorded on a single sheet of paper. Thus, no clear individual-level evaluation was possible even though members were identifiable. However, in the coacting groups, each individual filled out his/her own response sheet, which should have inhibited loafing in these groups. Task importance and commitment to the group may also have been low, which would increase loafing, but such factors should have influenced both coacting and interacting groups. Future research is required to distinguish between, or to assess the relative importance of, these two potential explanations (production blocking vs. social loafing) for the differences we found between coacting and interacting groups.
Our data for intrusion errors are also consistent with past research to some degree. Morrissette et al. (1964) found that coacting groups made more intrusion errors than interacting groups, and that this difference increased as workload increased. Our results were similar except that, in the partial information sharing conditions, coacting and interacting groups showed similarly low errors rates. Thus, group interaction in both studies tended to protect groups against intrusion errors. However, our results seem to indicate that appropriate information assignment strategies can bring the error rates for coacting groups down to the levels found for interacting groups. It is also interesting to note that although group interaction inhibited group performance in terms of number of items recalled, it also improved group performance by reducing errors.
The group model testing (SDS) results are only partially consistent with past findings. Both early and recent research on group memory has found that interacting groups do not perform as well as the predictions from a truth wins model (e.g. Hinsz, 1991; Lorge & Solomon, 1962; Morrissette et al., 1964; Vollrath et al., 1989) . In fact, Vollrath et al. (1989) found that the truthsupported wins model tended to provide the best fits to their recall data. This was also the case for our interacting groups in the total information sharing condition. However, in the partial information sharing condition, truth wins provided a slightly better fit than truthsupported wins, although the actual group performance fell between the two models' predictions. We also found that partial information sharing increased the probability that a group with only one member that recalled the item would also recall the item. Thus, it seems that appropriate information assignment strategies allow groups to perform closer to optimal levels (i.e. consistent with a truth wins model) than previous research would suggest. In addition, we found another potential advantage of interaction over coaction in group recall. Interacting groups tended to cue members to remember items that they had initially forgotten to a greater degree than coacting groups. However, this effect did not quite reach standard levels of significance, so such an advantage should be considered tentative pending future replication.
The results reported here, and the model upon which they are based, do not take into account recent ideas and research findings concerning the role of meta-knowledge in group memory and performance (Tindale, Meisenhelder, Dykema-Engblade, & Hogg, 2001 ). For example, Stasser and Stewart (1992) found that telling group members that they are 'experts' concerning specific candidates helped to increase the likelihood that unshared information about those candidates would be brought up during discussion. Similarly, work on 'transactive memor y systems' in groups has shown that group members often rely on other members in the group to remember information that is under that member's domain of expertise (Liang, Moreland, & Argote, 1995; Wegner, 1987) . Thus, group members do not need to remember everything that their group needs because the responsibility for such Tindale & Sheffey group memory information is distributed across the group members. A key aspect of both of the aforementioned findings is that members must 'know' which other members have specific information in order for the transactive memory system to be effective. Although the Zajonc and Smoke (1959) model does not take into account the possibility of transactive memory, it does provide a baseline prediction as to how good group memory could be without such a system. Thus, it may be useful to compare group memor y performance when a transactive memory system is available to the predictions of the Zajonc and Smoke model to see how much such a system actually improves group memory performance beyond what could be possible without it (see Kerr, Niedermeier & Kaplan, 2000 for a similar argument in other group information processing domains).
In addition, the logic underlying the Zajonc and Smoke model-i.e. that partial information sharing should increase group memory performance compared to no information sharing-is consistent with work by Helmreich (1997) and others on 'cockpit resource management' for aircraft crews. Although members of such crews each have specific duties and expert knowledge, the degree to which other members also know and understand what those duties are helps in coordinating efforts during task performance. Thus, it may be useful for future research on group memory, even with transactive memory systems in place, to assess the degree to which some redundancy in information across members aids in performance. Such redundancy may also help to alleviate process losses due to turnover in performance groups. Given the prevalence of groups working on information rich tasks, more research emphasis on optimal ways to assign information to members definitely seems warranted.
